THE   PLAY  OF  MORE
that it would not do, he turned back to the front page, and
told the play-wrights that they must omit the whole of the
riot scenes.
The fact that the bulk of the play is in the handwriting of
Anthony Munday does not mean that it was all, or mainly,
composed by him. It was he who made the fair copy, and he
may have been part author: but it is hardly credible that so
violent a Protestant partisan was the leading spirit in composing
a play so sympathetic to the martyr for Rome. And there is a
tell-tale mistake which shows that in one place at least he is only
acting as a (not very intelligent) scribe. There are additions
made by five different hands. Dr. W. W. Greg, in the edition
which he brought out for the Malone Society in 19113 christened
these hands by the non-committal names A, B, G, D, E. The
problem is to get more interesting names, if we can. All serious
study of the play must start from Dr. Greg's great edition. After
further investigation, Dr. Greg agrees that A is probably
Chettle, B possibly Heywood, E certainly Dekker. C has been
identified with Kyd, but this identification Greg decisively
rejects. A, B, D and E are the authors of the parts in their hands.
But C is found transcribing B; he need not be the author of any
of the lines in his hand; yet he plays an important part, revising
stage directions, and fitting the additions into their places. He
edits D's three pages slightly. One short passage in C's hand-
writing may well have been copied from something written by
D: it is very good, and very Shakespearean in tone.1 But to
discuss this would complicate the argument; it is safer to credit
D only with what is in his hand.
I propose, then, to examine in detail, passage by passage,
the three pages in hand D. I intentionally modernize spelling
and punctuation, and expand contractions. We are all familiar
with Shakespeare in the modern spelling, whilst the play of Sir
Thomas More has never been reprinted, save in the old spelling.
This creates a subtle, quite unjustified, feeling of difference. I
number the lines for convenience of reference, counting them
as they are found in the manuscript.
1 See E. K. CHAMBERS, William Shakespeare, i, 514.
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